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THERE is a kind of unification going on in the world. 
This unification represents so strong a trend that it is 
sweeping out of the way many differences in attitudes 
and beliefs. It proceeds apace despite political difficulties 
and international tensions, some of which are indeed a 
direct product of the very force that gives political enti- 
ties similar goals but without necessarily creating mutual 
friendship. The unification reflects a commitment to im- 
provement of material well-being and conditions of life 
as a goal of public policy and private endeavor. It turns 
up in unexpected places, and in fact in most places. A 
worldly doctrine, it may be the single most successful con- 
version movement in the history of ideological diffusion. 
Its missionaries have been poorly organized, often un- 
witting, and certainly dissentious. They have succeeded 
to an often embarrassing extent. 

The areas outside the historic homelands of industrial- 
ism are poor, and in many instances growing poorer, at 
least relatively. But they are changing, and in most in- 
stances the change represents the intended and unantici- 
pated consequences of “economic development.” The 
volume from which this paper comes is concerned with 


* This paper is based on the final and summary chapter (copyright by 
the Social Science Research Council) of Labor Commitment and Social 
Change in Developing Areas, which is scheduled for publication by the 
Council in December. This volume is the outgrowth of a conference held 
by the Council’s Committee on Economic Growth in Chicago, March 
28-30, 1958. As editors of the volume the authors of this paper have had 
the opportunity to have the last word and to base that word on the re- 
vised papers by the other participants, which comprise the bulk of the 
volume, and their own reflections on the debates at the conference. This 
may put those who hold other views at a disadvantage, but one that we 
have attempted to minimize by objective presentation of those views. 
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those areas, which we have called “newly developing.” 
Its particular focus is quite specialized—the problem of 
labor motivation in unfamiliar tasks or, in the technical 
language used in the volume, the problem of commit- 
ment of industrial labor, by which we mean both the 
short-run objective performance of modern forms of eco- 
nomic activity and the long-run and deep-seated accept- 
ance of the attitudes and beliefs appropriate to a modern- 
ized economy. It turns out on even superficial inspection 
or contemplation, however, that it is the developmental 
process itself that engages and excites the attention, for 
the worker (factory hand, manager, merchant, purveyor 
of services) is simply the protagonist for the major drama 
of socioeconomic change. And, since the process of socio- 
economic change never ceases, the problem of commit- 
ment of the industrial labor force is never solved. 

The volume is by many hands and gains thereby much 
more in depth and breadth of knowledge than it loses in 
details of language and style. From the inception of the 
conference plans? and selection of authors and discuss- 
ants through the major revisions of papers for publica- 
tion, continuous efforts were made to keep the central 
problem and its ramifications in sharp focus. The per- 
spectives and positions of authors differ, as they should, 
but the field of vision has been the same. 

In any case, it would be patently false to pretend that 
the expert opinion represented by the various authors 


1 The development of these plans was the responsibility of a subcom- 
mittee of the Committee on Economic Growth. The members of the 
subcommittee were Bert F. Hoselitz, University of Chicago; Melville J. 
Herskovits, Northwestern University; and Wilbert E. Moore, Princeton 
University (chairman). 








yields a unanimous view of what are the important ques- 
tions concerning labor commitment in the developing 
areas or reliable answers to these questions. There re- 
main a number of issues, some of which have been 
sharply joined by the authors of several papers and can 
be recapitulated here in a somewhat different context. 

The focus of the studies comprising the volume has 
been the involvement of persons in novel patterns of so- 
cial activity. The acceptance of and adherence to these 
patterns has been called commitment. The relevant pat- 
terns are those hypothetically associated with the process 
of economic development or, more narrowly, industriali- 
zation. This equation of development with industriali- 
zation is, however, one of the moot issues, as are the exact 
requirements of social change and the importance of 
commitment itself. 


INDUSTRIALIZATION, ITS 
COMPETITORS, AND COSTS 


It would seem that, of all the proposed patterns of eco- 
nomic development, industrialization requires the most 
radical transformation of existing ways of working and 
living. There is considerable agreement that the forms 
of activity introduced by virtue of industrialization are 
extremely novel. The one exception to this is reported 
by Stanley H. Udy, Jr. in his discussion of preindustrial 
forms of organized work. His analysis indicates that 
many tribal societies, in their work organizations, have 
institutionalized norms that are quite similar to those 
of “rational legal” bureaucracies. Thus it would appear 
that the equation of industrialization and radical change 
is somewhat more tentative than is commonly assumed. 

Actually, each of the two equations regarding indus- 
trialization—economic development equals industriali- 
zation, which in turn equals the most radical process of 
socioeconomic change—has a problematicai character. 
Both sets of “problems” are the consequence of a third 
relationship: the more radical the character of the proc- 
ess of change, the higher the social costs, part of which is 
the increased difficulty of gaining commitment. For if 
industrialization is associated with extremely high costs 
and extremely severe commitment problems, the assump- 
tion of its inevitability should be carefully scrutinized. 
Three moot questions are: (1) Is industrialization neces- 
sary? (2) If necessary, does it involve the most radical 
program of change? (3) If it does involve the most radi- 
cal program of change, does that involve the highest 
social and personal costs? 


INDUSTRIALIZATION AND ALTERNATIVES 


Naive socialists to the contrary, the economic prob- 
lems of newly developing areas are not amenable to solu- 





tion solely through altering the distribution system. If an 
economy is to grow, it must produce significantly greater 
amounts of something of value, whether raw materials 
or manufactured goods or services. Altering the distribu- 
tion system may encourage the accumulation and use of 
risk capital, but there is considerable doubt that simple 
alteration of the distribution system can supply the levels 
of investment required for sustained economic growth, 
no matter how efficiently it is “liberated.” 2 

The bulk of the available evidence indicates that sig- 
nificant increases in extractive, manufacturing, and serv- 
ice industries are all interdependent. Thus continuing 
growth in either agriculture or services will depend on 
and cause growth in the manufacturing sector of the 
economy. It would appear that economic growth inevi- 
tably requires development of the manufacturing sector 
of an economy, even though the relationship is not ex- 
clusive. William H. Knowles presents this position per- 
suasively in the particular context of agricultural under- 
employment and labor “unrest.” 

It is frequently argued that increased production in 
the manufacturing sector of an economy does not require 
large-scale industrialization. The claim is that develop- 
ment programs that stress cottage or small rural manu- 
factories offer the most efficient means for increasing 
output in this sector of the economy. By avoiding the 
establishment of large factories, radical transformations 
in workers’ life styles are avoided. Accordingly, commit- 
ment difficulties might be significantly altered. 

A cottage or widely dispersed rural factory program is 
severely limited in regard to kinds of products. Although 
it might save the labor force the costs of geographic mo- 
bility, it transfers these costs to the sources of develop- 
ment capital, public and private. If the objections to 
mass industry arise from the brutal conditions of urban 
life for the migrant, it is not clear that working condi- 
tions in small rural factories are better. What some 
scholars portray as craft centers that do not disrupt the 
even tenor of traditional culture frequently turn out to 
be rural sweatshops. Morris David Morris has used the 
phrase “The Myth of Paradise Lost” to refer to the ex- 
cessively idealized descriptions of rural life contrasted 
with life in an industrial city. To paraphrase Morris, the 
similar view of rural industry might be called “The 
Myth of Paradise Slightly Altered.” It could be argued 
that although cottage industries are exploitative, workers 
are not likely to perceive them as such and therefore are 

2See John A. Buttrick, “The Formation of Capital,” in Harold F. 
Williamson and John A. Buttrick, eds., Economic Development: Prin- 
ciples and Patterns (New York: Prentice-Hall, 1954), Chapter 5; Henry 
G. Aubrey, “Investment Decisions in Underdeveloped Countries,” in 
National Bureau of Economic Research, Universities - National Bureau 


Committee for Economic Research, Capital Formation and Economic 
Growth (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1955), pp. 426-431. 
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more likely to accept this form of development. The 
obvious answer is that the exploitative nature of a rela- 
tionship is not reduced by lack of awareness by one of 
the parties, and such lack of awareness cannot be ex- 
pected to endure. 

In sum, it would appear that sustained growth in the 
developing areas of the world requires industrialization. 


VARIABILITY OF INDUSTRIALISM 


Given agreement that the goal of economic develop- 
ment must include industrialization, there remains the 
question of its specific character. This argument is pre- 
cisely over the kinds and amounts of social change re- 
quired for successful industrialization—whether indus- 
trialization must involve radical processes of social and 
economic change. 

The argument is carried on at two levels. In its theo- 
retical form, it is another case of the traditional battle 
between the adherents of structural uniformity and those 
of cultural variability. Practically, the argument turns 
on the question whether development plans should be 
designed to maximize or to minimize the changes in a 
population’s style of life. 

Arrayed on one side are those who hold that although 
the structure of an industrial society may not be ran- 
domly variable, a significant amount of variation is pos- 
sible and quite efficient. This position is extended to en- 
compass sequences and rates of change as well as patterns 
of social organization. Milton Singer makes an excellent 
case for this position in his discussion of craft traditions 
in India. Cyril S. Belshaw adopts the same general posi- 
tion but gives special attention, in his analysis of the de- 
velopment of native entrepreneurs in Melanesia, to pos- 
sible variation in the sequence and rate of change. 

Those who favor adaptability and gradualness in in- 
dustrial development believe that significant changes in 
productive processes can be introduced into a newly de- 
veloping area without radically altering the traditional 
fabric of life. Bert F. Hoselitz and Manning Nash, citing 
evidence from India and Guatemala respectively, main- 
tain that the subversion of the extended kinship system 
by industrialism has not been demonstrated, although 
they agree that as household or corporate political enti- 
ties the extended groups lose significance. 

Some analysts think that insistence on a set sequence 
and structure involves costs that will be extremely heavy 
and possibly destructive of development. Among the 
costs cited is the considerable misuse of preindustrial 
skills and talents with the consequent high levels of eco- 
nomic waste. As Singer argues, in a society where pro- 
ductive skills are at a premium, it is a particular sin to 
waste those that are readily available. Another cost cited 
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results from the failure to employ interaction patterns 
traditional in the preindustrial society. Thus, Belshaw 
points out that there is considerable scope for entrepre- 
neurship in preindustrial Melanesia. Further, such na- 
tive entrepreneurs as exist might be destroyed if support 
were limited to enterprises that adopted “Western” man- 
agement practices. Peter B. Hammond stresses the com- 
mitment difficulties that resulted from a failure to em- 
ploy, or a misinterpretation of, tribal patterns of social 
organization. In this particular instance (an attempt to 
effect large-scale agricultural development in the former 
French Sudan) the consequence was wide rejection of a 
modernization program by the labor force. 

Thus the failure to accommodate any modernization 
program to traditional practices possibly involves waste 
of existing manpower resources, destruction of nascent 
entrepreneurs, and rejection of the program by those 
most concerned. 

Arrayed on the opposing side are those who question 
the possibility of significant variations in the sequence 
and structure of industrialization. They argue, among 
other things, that the costs of variation are likely to ex- 
ceed the costs of radical alterations in life styles. The 
attempt to minimize the costs attendant on industrializa- 
tion is thought to place the entire development program 
in jeopardy. Thus, industrialization historically and con- 
temporarily has involved sizable costs, including commit- 
ment difficulties. Although it is certainly desirable to 
keep such costs at a minimum, ameliorative efforts are 
necessarily limited by the requirements of industrial 
production. 

Both types of costs are real, and both positions involve 
comparable dangers. It was argued that gradualness 
could lead to apologies for carrying preindustrial pat- 
terns of exploitation into the factory. Correlatively, in- 
sistence on a revolutionary change may lead and indeed 
has led to apologies for some of the brutal and coercive 
recruitment tactics commonly associated with initial pe- 
riods of industrial development—forced labor camps 
come particularly to mind. Harsh methods may be ra- 
tionalized by promises of a better future. Alongside the 
myths of “Paradise Lost” and “Paradise Slightly Altered” 
should go the myth of “Paradise About To Be Gained.” 

The emphasis on limited structure and sequence does 
not exclude the possibility of cultural alternatives. Nev- 
ertheless, violations of appropriate patterns can be theo- 
retically specified and have been empirically observed. 
Thus industrialization is viewed as a process that creates 
cultural homogeneity, in that certain patterns of belief 
and behavior are necessarily common to all industrial 
societies. 

Moreover, commonality is not limited to the single act 
or norm but applies as well to the configurations into 








which they are formed, for example, the interrelations 
among machine technology, division of labor, and au- 
thoritative coordination. What remains in dispute is 
“how far out” the necessary consequences of industriali- 
zation reach in social and cultural systems. 

A closely related question is the extent to which in- 
dustrial organization or any other structural feature of 
industrial societies is adaptable to pre-existing social 
standards as a transitional strategy. The empirical or the 
theoretical range of feasible structural forms is not actu- 
ally known. It does appear, however, that some forms of 
adaptation may result in “traditional stereotyping” and 
therefore in decreased capacity for continuous adapta- 
tion and growth.’ Thus Hammond, although generally 
favorable to organizational adaptation, noted the nega- 
tive consequences of attempting to utilize the traditional 
figures of authority and thus frustrating the changing 
standards of youthful recruits. 

Questions regarding the required degree and sequence 
of social change involve the moot issue of historical repe- 
tition. The precise form of the query is the possible ad- 
vantage of late starters. It is commonly noted that de- 
veloping areas do not have to recapitulate either the rate 
or the sequence of technological developments in the 
older industrial countries. (It is of course also noted that 
advanced productive technologies do not necessarily fit 
the functional contexts of underdeveloped economies— 
labor abundance and capital shortage, lack of skilled 
operators and maintenance men, readily available re- 
placement parts, etc.) It may also be unnecessary to re- 
peat the gradual evolution of large-scale administrative 
organizations in finance, manufacturing, and distribu- 
tion, and especially unnecessary to segregate and deper- 
sonalize work roles to the extent indicated by the formal 
model of a rational bureaucracy, only to reinstitute more 
functionally diffuse relations. 

The alternative line of argument maintains that re- 
capitulation of the sequence is required in order to 
break the traditional network of relationships, since the 
gradual “humanization” of the industrial structure is 
by no means a return to the status quo ante, but rather 
rests on the productive efficiencies made possible by 
a radical technical and organizational transformation. 
David E. Apter notes in his analysis of political and ideo- 
logical factors, that African native political leaders them- 
selves often accept a doctrine of recapitulation, but 
perhaps with the Soviet Union rather than capitalistic 
countries as historical models. 

Although nobody maintains that an exact recapitula- 
tion of the European experience is necessary, some argue 


8 See Talcott Parsons, “Introduction,” in Max Weber, The Theory of 
Social and Economic Organization (New York: Oxford University Press, 
1947), pp. 47-49. 





that viable variations are likely to be peripheral to the 
central core of industrial institutions. Variations that are 
central to the developing economy are perceived as aber- 
rations that are likely to be destructive of industrial 
development in the long run. Richard H. Holton argues 
this position with regard to the deleterious effects, upon 
changing patterns of demand and consumption, of devi- 
ations from the sequence of industrial development. 
Clark Kerr in a more general theoretical discussion 
stresses the homogenizing properties of industrialization, 
which is a view insistently presented in the extensive 
theoretical model of industrial development propounded 
by Feldman and Moore in the introductory section of 
the volume. 

The interdependence within industrial systems, 
whether viewed in terms of structure or in terms of com- 
mitment, thus has temporal dimensions also. One prin- 
cipal manifestation of this is a dynamic pattern of evolu- 
tion that is simultaneously cumulative and retroactive. 
Change is cumulative in that multiple involvements re- 
inforce one another and yield an increased general level 
of commitment. It is retroactive in that a high level of 
commitment may be dependent on previous commit- 
ments in other contexts, but further involvement in 
these contexts may depend in turn on the intermedi- 
ate step. 

An example of this evolutionary pattern may be found 
in the sequence of development between the commodity 
market and factory employment. Because of the culture 
of the hypothetical society in the preindustrial phase, 
commitment starts in the market. Once a market has at 
least started and developed to some extent, commitment 
can start in factory employment, in that the nature of 
commitment in the market was such as to remove the 
previous cultural blocks to commitment to wage labor. 
However, full commitment in the market in turn may 
depend on the development of a high level of commit- 
ment to factory work. Thus the sequence between these 
two contexts reverses itself and is “retroactive.” The 
theory is not a determinism of “prime movers” and recti- 
linear sequences, nor simply a functional correlation, but 
a sequence with alternating directions. Now, interest- 
ingly enough, this hypothetical illustration has a precise 
confirmation in Peter Gregory’s analysis of data from 
his study of factors influencing the commitment of the 
industrial labor force in Puerto Rico. An analogous pat- 
tern of change operates in economic systems, as where an 
initial agricultural revolution makes possible a diversion 
of productive factors to manufacturing, which in turn 
makes possible agricultural mechanization, chemical fer- 
tilizers, and rapid delivery of agricultural products. 

Thus we conclude that the initial feasible variations 
in paths and sequences of industrialization are fairly re- 
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stricted and tend to converge substantially short of 
infinity. 


THE PROBLEMATICS OF COMMITMENT 


We come now to the final moot issue: given the radical 
processes of change that accompany industrialization of 
newly developing areas, how problematical will labor 
force commitment be? The various authors present a 
number of different answers to this question. Starting 
from one extreme, there seems to be some support for 
the position that commitment, as defined, will rarely be 
problematical. Some subscribe at least partially to the 
view that as soon as the opportunity for industrial labor 
presents itself, people will take advantage of it with 
reasonable promptness. The initial sections of Morris’ 
analysis of the development of the industrial labor force 
in India can be interpreted as providing supportive evi- 
dence for this position. 

Morris persuasively argues that various Indian fac- 
tories were able to recruit a labor force with considerable 
ease and that once recruited this labor force displayed 
high levels of stability. He then, quite reasonably, sug- 
gests the broader relevance of his analysis for comparable 
societies, i.e., China and Japan. At least in regard to 
these societies, Morris re-emphasizes the predictive value 
of labor surpluses, the lack of alternative opportunities, 
levels of poverty, etc. As such, his analysis represents a 
healthy corrective to those that employ such concepts as 
“the inscrutable Oriental mind,” or the mystical irra- 
tionalities of ancient beliefs. He also reminds us that the 
conditions that obtain in the nonindustrial sectors of 
many newly developing areas may provide great impetus 
for change. Knowles, in his general survey of “labor un- 
rest,” indicates that displays of dissatisfaction may rep- 
resent the industrial workers’ distress at the slow pace 
of industrialization, or at his lowly position in the new 
order, rather than rejection of change. 

Nevertheless, this evidence must be interpreted with 
great caution. Morris limits the interpretation primarily 
to India, China, and Japan. The evidence from tribally 
organized societies presented in Hammond’s study, and 
in a study by Lloyd A. Fallers and Walter Elkan of labor 
mobility in East Africa, indicates that a number of 
factors intervene between the creation of opportunity, 
its recognition, and labor force commitment. Even for 
India, a number of crucial questions remain unan- 
swered. How selective is migration? Are new factory 
workers recruited at random from the total population, 
or do they represent a selective minority? Is the supply 
of “easily” committed workers inexhaustible, or are 
there imminent limits? Given a full-scale industrializa- 
tion program, how rapidly would such limits be reached? 
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Hoselitz suggests that these questions are not picayune 
in view of his diagnosis of the Indian labor force. 

A second position on the ease or difficulty of gaining 
commitment is related to the previous argument over 
structural variability. The students who favor variation 
hold that since ease of gaining commitment varies in- 
versely with departures from traditional life styles, it 
is desirable and possible to keep such departures at a 
minimum. This course of action would presumably mini- 
mize commitment problems. The opposite view holds, 
with Kerr, that industrialization is truly revolutionary 
and that radical transformation may be easier, as well as 
more rapid and viable, than patchwork compromises 
between inconsistent systems. 

Commitment, it has been noted, involves at least for 
the transitional actor a process of adult socialization, that 
is, changes of attitude as well as acquisition of knowledge 
and skills. Consistent with the notion that radical change 
is necessary, it has also been argued that commitment is 
best maintained when it exists for the total matrix of 
social involvements. Put in extreme terms, social change 
is potentially an agency for releasing but also for creating 
participatory energy. The circle may be enlarged but it 
remains a circle if we note that deliberate change is itself 
an important component of industrial systems. When 
change takes on a moral character, innovation and rapid 
adaptation are requisite orientations for the committed 


participant. 


THE “PERMANENT REVOLUTION” *¢ 


One reason that problems of economic transition can 
be identified with some confidence is that they are never 
solved. The tensions and conflicts of industrialization are 
also persistent features of industrial societies. A stage of 
“complete industrialization” or “full commitment” is a 
theoretical construct rather than an empirical type. For 
some purposes the construct must be abandoned in favor 
of dynamic models, lest the continuous tensions and 
transformations of industrial systems be quietly neg- 
lected or discreetly hidden from the scholar’s view. 

Tensions persist and are “normal.” Melvin M. Tumin 
has highlighted the discontent involved in systems of 


4 The phrase “permanent revolution” has a lengthy and controversial 
history. It was apparently first used by Marx in 1844. See E. H. Carr, 
A History of Soviet Russia, Vol. I, The Bolshevik Revolution, 1917-1923 
(New York: Macmillan Company, 1959). More immediately it is, of 
course, borrowed from Leon Trotsky; see Permanent Revolution, Ist 
Indian ed. (Calcutta: Gupta Rahman and Gupta, 1947). The phrase is 
applied to German National Socialism by Sigmund Neumann in his 
Permanent Revolution (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1942). It is per- 
haps needless to add that both Trotsky and Neumann use the term 
“revolution” primarily in the traditional narrowly political sense, and 
only indirectly in the sense of transformation of social institutions 
in general. 








social inequality, however closely they may approximate 
the ideal of rewards for differential merit. Wherever one 
turns in the observation of industrial societies, the dy- 
namic potential is evident—in the polity and the econ- 
omy, the family and the work place, and in the incon- 
sistent role demands on fully committed participants. 


The interpretations discussed here have been con- 
cerned with developing areas in transition. The conclu- 
sions, as well as the unsolved problems, can surely be 
transported in part to “developed” areas, and thus re- 
dress the historic error of supposing that history ends 
when the industrial revolution occurs. 


RESEARCH IN THE FIELD OF TORTS 


THE program of grants for research on American govern- 
mental and legal processes currently offered under the 
auspices of the Council’s Committee on Political Be- 
havior ' was redesigned a year ago, especially to stimu- 
late research on legal processes by both legal scholars 
and social scientists, as described in Items, September 
1959. As one means of communicating its interest and 
making more specific the types of research envisaged by 
the phrase “legal processes,” the committee invited 
Harry Kalven, Jr., Professor of Law at the University 
of Chicago, to convene a group of scholars in the field 
of torts, for the purpose of defining some problems in 
that field that might be usefully examined by research 
methods other than those customarily employed by stu- 
dents of the law. An exploratory meeting was accordingly 
arranged in conjunction with the annual meeting of the 
Association of American Law Schools in St. Louis in De- 
cember 1959. This session indicated considerable interest 
in further discussion of research that might attract the 
attention of members of both groups and that might 
be suitable for interdisciplinary research effort. A con- 
ference on research in the field of torts was consequently 
sponsored by the committee at the office of the Council 
on May 23, 1960.? 

1 The members of the committee are David B. Truman, Columbia 
University (chairman); William M. Beaney, Princeton University; Rob- 
ert A. Dahl, Yale University; Oliver Garceau, Harvard University; 
V. O. Key, Jr., Harvard University; Avery Leiserson, Vanderbilt Uni- 
versity; Edward H. Levi, University of Chicago; staff, Bryce Wood. 

2 Participants in the conference, which was chaired by Mr. Kalven, 
included Allen H. Barton, Assistant Professor of Sociology, Columbia 
University; Matthew Cullen, Public Affairs Program, Ford Foundation; 
Marc A. Franklin, Assistant Professor of Law, Columbia University; 
Fleming James, Jr., Professor of Law, Yale University; Robert E. Keeton, 
Professor of Law, Harvard University; Wex S. Malone, Professor of Law, 
Louisiana State University; Clarence Morris, Professor of Law, Univer- 
sity of Pennsylvania; Willard H. Pedrick, Professor of Law, Northwest- 
ern University; Paul O. Proehl, Assistant Professor of Law, University of 
Illinois; William L. Prosser, Dean of the Law School, University of Cali- 
fornia, Berkeley; Maurice Rosenberg, Professor of Law, Columbia Uni- 
versity; Philip Selznick, Professor of Sociology, University of California, 
Berkeley; and Hans Zeisel, Professor of Law and Sociology, University 
of Chicago; also Messrs. Dahl and Truman of the Committee on Political 
Behavior, Pendleton Herring, and Bryce Wood. 


by Harry Kalven, Jr. and Bryce Wood 


The conference was a brief one, and no attempt was 
made to reach consensus on any aspect of the discussion. 
The aim of this report is to note some of the principal 
questions raised and to delineate some of the considera- 
tions presented that were relevant to research, particu- 
larly to collaborative research in the field of torts by 
legal scholars and social scientists. 

The research interests of the participants differed and 
received varying shades of emphasis. With regard to se- 
lection of the field of torts as a focus for research, some 
interest was expressed in the possibility of learning les- 
sons of history from studies of the development of tort 
law, and in the extent to which research might be used 
as a means for the reform of unjust consequences of the 
administration of current legal doctrine. Other interests 
bore less directly on the application of research but were 
related to a curiosity about the effects of experience with 
legal rules on the conduct of individuals. 


COLLABORATION IN RESEARCH 


The initiation of joint research efforts by scholars con- 
cerned with torts issues and others whose substantive in- 
terests have been centered elsewhere appears to depend 
on the extent to which issues in the field of torts may be 
shown to offer problems significant in broad social or 
political frameworks. If, for example, study of statutory 
changes in tort law promised to throw new light on the 
legislative process as affected by pressure groups, research 
of mutual interest to legal scholars and social scientists 
might be stimulated. There might be greater involve- 
ment on the part of social scientists if they saw ways to 
test and possibly establish relationships between a theory 
or theories of social change and some development of 
legal doctrine. What are the potential changes in con- 
cepts, as distinct from rules of law, and how might these 
be related to changes in social structure? For example, it 
was thought that if the law of torts was being modified by 
the activities of large bureaucratic organizations, and 
lawyers were concerned about this development, their 
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concern might well come to be shared by sociologists in- 
terested in studying social change. In sum, the prospect 
for collaboration on research at the highest level would 
be greater if research on problems in the field of torts 
was viewed by scholars outside that field as bearing on, 
and contributing to, studies on which they were cur- 
rently engaged. 

These considerations apply principally to research col- 
laboration on a fairly small scale where mutuality of in- 
tellectual curiosities is the main motivational tie. Col- 
laboration in research for more practical purposes raises 
different kinds of issues, especially if substantial num- 
bers of research associates and the use of expensive re- 
search methods are required. 

The social sciences share various types of research 
methods with other fields of scholarly endeavor, and it 
would not be difficult to exaggerate the uniqueness of 
methods especially developed by social scientists for their 
distinctive kinds of research, or to overvalue their inves- 
tigative power. At the same time there are features of 
sample surveys, and of techniques used in experimental 
research and in the analysis of secondary data, that are 
sufficiently specialized to be beyond the range of research 
methods familiar to or employed regularly by many legal 
scholars. For the analysis of problems requiring such 
specialized methods, collaboration at least in terms of 
the methodology to be adopted may be important and 
may offer some promising opportunities. Social scientists 
might also bring to research on legal topics a familiarity 
with sources of data more extensive than those usually 
utilized in legal research, as well as a point of view that 
might widen the considerations taken into account in 
research design. A comparison of research approaches in 
general terms may tend to overemphasize differences and 
overlook convergences in the work of individual schol- 
ars; there may, for example, be little difference in the 
interests of and methods used by a sociologically oriented 
lawyer and a sociologist who is studying social aspects of 
the law. 

Collaboration by legal scholars and social scientists 
would be especially appropriate if long-range, large-scale 
research were undertaken in such a broad area as the re- 
lationships among tort law, insurance, and compensation 
systems. The law of torts was developed before mecha- 
nisms for distribution of risk came into general use, and 
the courts do not at present recognize the existence of 
medical and other kinds of insurance in deciding torts 
cases, although in a wider view such insurance forms part 
of the “total system” of compensation for damages. A 
continuing program of research on the nature of the sys- 
tem, the directions in which it is moving and the char- 
acter of social changes affecting it, might well involve 
interstate and interuniversity collaboration of several 
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full-time research workers drawn from social science 
and the legal field. Such a program should be in a posi- 
tion to replicate studies over periods of several years in 
order to identify trends in the system. The administra- 
tion of such a program might be undertaken by an appro- 
priate law school if funds were available. Within such a 
program the varied skills of legal scholars might be com- 
bined, and in some cases research by a team of specialists 
from different law schools might be advantageous. 


SUGGESTED AREAS FOR RESEARCH 


In the opinion of the participants in the conference 
there are two broad areas that legal scholars regard as 
both interesting and important, and on which they 
would welcome research contributions, either independ- 
ent or collaborative, on the part of social scientists. 

The first of these areas is that of the role of legisla- 
tures as sources of tort law. The legislative role is likely 
to increase in the future, and to present issues in legis- 
lative and judicial relationships and problems of pres- 
sures on legislators for the enactment of particular types 
of statutes. On legislative and judicial relationships some 
illustrative issues were presented by a recent decision in 
Illinois that made school districts liable in certain kinds 
of accidents to children while at school. This judicial 
move away from the doctrine of governmental immunity 
in tort had quickly been stopped by action of the state 
legislature exempting school districts from such liability. 

Issues concerning the limits of judicial change as dis- 
tinct from legislative change in torts law offer interest- 
ing possibilities for research. Are there some rules that 
are “naturally” subject to judicial alteration in the in- 
terpretation of common law, and others that could only 
be modified by legislative action? This theme might be 
pursued in relation to such topics as compulsory insur- 
ance, comparative negligence, defamation, and govern- 
mental immunities. 

Students of the politics of interest groups might ex- 
tend the range of their knowledge by examining the 
organized bar in the torts field, and the influences on 
legislatures exerted by the two groups—lawyers for 
plaintiffs and for defendants. Do these two groups largely 
neutralize each other? How is their activity related to or 
affected by the influence of insurance companies? A 
study of lobbying by insurance companies might provide 
not only new light on the insurance industry, but also 
new insights into the operations and nature of large 
bureaucratic organizations. This research area was re- 
garded as of probable interest to political scientists and 
sociologists as well as to lawyers. 

The second broad area of mutual concern is that of 
social change and the adaptations to such changes on 








the part of litigants, the legal profession, and the law. 
Many aspects of this topic were discussed by the con- 
ference. What relations, if any, exist between changes in 
legal doctrine and theories of social change? The growth 
of institutions for distributing risks of accident and ill- 
ness is social change that has significant implications for 
the field of torts. To what extent and in what ways is this 
change being recognized in the law and its administra- 
tion? It is known that most torts suits are decided by out- 
of-court settlements; research on the situation in New 
York City has shown that only 6 percent of the quarter- 
billion dollars changing hands in damage claims each 
year does so as the direct result of court decisions.$ 
Anticipation of the nature of judges’ decisions when 
suits are contested undoubtedly has played a part in the 
nature of out-of-court settlements, but other factors are 
also involved. What principles and forms of settlement 
are preferred, and what are the activities of the individ- 
uals and groups involved? This is an area of social be- 
havior outside the formal sphere of the law of torts, but 


3 Maurice Rosenberg and Michael I. Sovern, “Delay and the Dynamics 
of Personal Injury Litigation,” Columbia Law Review, 59:1115 (1959). 
See also Hans Zeisel, Harry Kalven, Jr., and Bernard Buchholz, Delay 
in the Court (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1959). 





it is of significance for an understanding of what has 
been referred to above as the “total system” of compen- 
sation for harm to person and property, of which torts 
doctrines and judge-made law form a part. Further, this 
area of informal social behavior represents an adaptation 
to novel social needs that are not being fully met by the 
formal methods of administration of justice in the torts 
field. Students of social change and of legal institutions 
may find here a fruitful field for common endeavor. 

Survey methods might be used appropriately in com- 
parative studies of selected torts cases in countries where 
differing principles and procedures of settlement are 
found, for example, the United States, England, Austria, 
and Canada, (notably Saskatchewan Province). Such 
studies would follow the cases from the beginning 
through settlement and could give attention to the effects 
of lump-sum and other types of damage payments; to the 
application of principles of contributory and compara- 
tive negligence and to compensation systems; to pro- 
cedural differences and their consequences, where ob- 
servable; and to the roles played by litigants and by the 
legal profession. In the latter connection, differential 
effects of the contingent fee and other methods of re- 
muneration of lawyers might be studied. 


COMMITTEE BRIEFS 


AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS 


Herman M. Southworth (chairman), Kenneth L. Bach- 
man, Charles E. Bishop, George K. Brinegar, Robert L. 
Clodius, Willard Cochrane, Marc Nerlove, Vernon W. Rut- 
tan, Harry C. Trelogan. 

The first of a series of research papers prepared for and 
reviewed by the committee, “The Analysis of Changes in 
Agricultural Supply: Problems and Approaches,” by Messrs. 
Nerlove and Bachman, was published in the Journal of Farm 
Economics, August 1960. A second paper, “Research on the 
Economics of Technical Change in American Agriculture,” 
by Mr. Ruttan, appeared in the Journal’s November issue. A 
limited number of reprints are available and may be ob- 
tained from the office of the Council or the respective 
authors. The committee has requested preparation of several 
additional papers, evaluating research in various sectors of 
its field. It is planning a small conference of economists and 
librarians to consider means of reducing the chaotic state of 
cataloguing systems used for publications on agricultural 
economics. 


CONTEMPORARY CHINA 
(Joint with American Council of Learned Societies) 


George E. Taylor (chairman), Alexander Eckstein, John 
K. Fairbank, Walter Galenson, Norton S. Ginsburg, A. M. 
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Halpern, John M. H. Lindbeck, C. Martin Wilbur, Hellmut 
Wilhelm; staff, Bryce Wood. 

Under the sponsorship of the joint committee a conference 
on research on the Chinese economy was held in New York 
on September 9-10. The participants in the conference, in 
addition to Messrs. Eckstein and Galenson (who served as 
chairman), were: Abram Bergson, Harvard University; S. H. 
Chou, University of Pittsburgh; Kermit Gordon, Ford Foun- 
dation; Everett E. Hagen, Massachusetts Institute of Tech- 
nology; Franklin L. Ho, Columbia University; William W. 
Hollister, Washington, D. C.; Joseph A. Kershaw, RAND 
Corporation; Anthony Koo, Michigan State University; 
Choh-Ming Li, University of California, Berkeley; Ta- 
Chung Liu, Cornell University; Wilfred Malenbaum, Uni- 
versity of Pennsylvania; Kenneth W. Thompson, Rockefeller 
Foundation; Yuan-li Wu, Marquette University. 

In a review of the current state of economic research and 
training for such research on China, it was reported that 
about 25 to 30 economists, including graduate students, were 
engaged in research on some aspect of the Chinese economy. 
Mr. Hollister’s China’s Gross National Product and Social 
Accounts, 1950-1957 had recently been published by the 
Free Press (1959), and Messrs. Eckstein and Liu expected 
soon to publish works addressed to this broad subject. It 
was the general view of the participants that studies of a 
nonaggregative nature are most needed at present, and the 





following relevant topics were mentioned: sectoral studies of 
industry, agriculture, and construction; planning and allo- 
cation of resources; capital formation; studies of individual 
industries, including the nature of input and output, and 
technology; problems of location and transportation; tech- 
nological change and training of labor; patterns of invest- 
ment; price structure; and the banking system. Graduate or 
undergraduate courses on the economy of China are being 
offered at the University of California, Berkeley, at Colum- 
bia and Marquette Universities, and at the University of 
Rochester; offerings at other institutions may not have been 
known to the participants. In addition, training programs 
without formal course work are being given at Cornell and 
Harvard Universities and at the University of Pittsburgh. As 
one means of stimulating further research, it was suggested 
that a series of small informal meetings might be planned 
for analytical discussion of topics such as existing estimates 
of national income. In connection with its effort to encour- 
age economic research on China, the joint committee is in- 
terested in learning of other economists who have been en- 
gaged in such research or who are contemplating shifting 
their interests to this area. 


ECONOMIC GROWTH 


Simon Kuznets (chairman), Richard Hartshorne, Melville 
J. Herskovits, Edgar M. Hoover, Bert F. Hoselitz, Wilbert E. 
Moore, Neil J. Smelser, Joseph J. Spengler. 


A conference on relations between agriculture and eco- 
nomic growth was held at Stanford University under the 
joint auspices of the committee and the Food Research In- 
stitute on November 11-12. Papers prepared for the con- 
ference included “Historical Relationships between Incomes 
of Agricultural and Nonagricultural Populations in Various 
Countries,” by D. Gale Johnson, University of Chicago; 
“Agricultural Development and Economic Transformation: 
Japan, Taiwan, and Denmark,” by Bruce F. Johnston, Food 
Research Institute; “The Contribution of Industrial De- 
velopment to Agricultural Development: Emphasis on Prod- 
uct Markets,” by George L. Mehren, University of Califor- 
nia, Berkeley; “Industrialization, Factor Markets, and Agri- 
cultural Development,” by William H. Nicholls, Vanderbilt 
University; “Some Interrelationships between Agricultural 
Trade and Economic Development,” by Boris C. Swerling, 
Food Research Institute; “Techniques of Production, Size 
of Productive Units, and Factor Supply Conditions,” by Earl 
O. Heady, Iowa State University; “The Contribution of 
Land Reforms to Agricultural Development: An Analytical 
Framework,” by Philip M. Raup, University of Minnesota; 


and “Noneconomic Factors Affecting Agricultural Develop- 
ment,” by David Hopper, University of Chicago. 

Plans for two conferences in 1961, on the economics of 
Soviet industrialization, and on indigenous and induced 
elements in the economics of Sub-Saharan Africa, have been 
completed by the committee. In preparation are two volumes 
based on the papers and discussions at conferences held in 
the spring of 1960—on natural resources and economic 
growth, at the University of Michigan on April 7-9; and on 
economic and social factors determining the rate and direc- 
tion of inventive activity, sponsored with the National Bu- 
reau of Economics — Universities Committee on Economic 
Activity, at the University of Minnesota on May 12-14. It is 
expected that the first of these will be published by Re- 
sources for the Future, Inc., and the second by the National 
Bureau of Economic Research. 

The fifth in a series of essays summarizing the results of 
the chairman’s comparative studies of economic growth, 
“Quantitative Aspects of the Economic Growth of Nations: 
V. Capital Formation Proportions: International Compari- 
sons for Recent Years,” was published as a supplement to 
the July 1960 issue of Economic Development and Cultural 
Change. The volume resulting from the interuniversity sum- 
mer research seminar held under the auspices of the com- 
mittee in 1956, Theories of Economic Growth, edited by Mr. 
Hoselitz, is scheduled for publication by the Free Press 
on December 15. 

Work is continuing on most of the committee’s foreign 
studies, on which several further publications may appear 
during the coming year. Some of the data resulting from one 
of these studies has been published in Copenhagen as Dan- 
marks Udenrigshandel 1874-1958 (with an English introduc- 
tion) by Ole Bus Henriksen and Anders @lgaard. A compre- 
hensive study by Mr. @lgaard of Danish economic growth is 
under way. 


SLAVIC AND EAST EUROPEAN GRANTS 
(Joint with American Council of Learned Societies) 


Evsey D. Domar (chairman), Deming Brown, John M. 
Montias, Henry L. Roberts, Donald W. Treadgold; staff, 
Gordon B. Turner. 


This new joint committee, successor to the former Sub- 
committee on Grants of the Joint Committee on Slavic 
Studies, has made an award to Indiana University in partial 
support of a conference on research on the Soviet economy, 
to be held in Bloomington, February 3-4, 1961, under the 
joint auspices of the Department of Economics and the Rus- 
sian and East European Institute of the University. 


PERSONNEL 


DIRECTORS AND OFFICERS OF THE COUNCIL 


At the annual meeting of the board of directors of the 
Council held in September, Chauncy D. Harris and Edward 
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H. Levi of the University of Chicago, S. S. Wilks of Prince- 
ton University, and Donald Young of the Russell Sage Foun- 
dation were elected directors-at-large for the two-year term 
1960-61. 








Malcolm M. Willey of the University of Minnesota was 
elected chairman of the board of directors; Lyle H. Lanier 
of the University of Illinois, vice-chairman; E. Adamson 
Hoebel of the University of Minnesota, secretary; and 
Philip J. McCarthy of Cornell University, treasurer. The 
following members of the board were elected as its Execu- 
tive Committee: C. Vann Woodward of Johns Hopkins Uni- 
versity (chairman), Gardner Ackley of the University of 
Michigan, Harold F. Dorn of the National Institutes of 
Health, David B. Truman of Columbia University, and 
Donald Young. Joseph J. Spengler of Duke University was 
named chairman of the Committee on Problems and Policy; 
and V. O. Key, Jr. of Harvard University and David M. 
Potter of Yale University were elected members of the com- 
mittee. Its other members are Chauncy D. Harris, Wilbert 
E. Moore, Frederick Mosteller, and ex officio: Pendleton 
Herring, Malcolm M. Willey, and Lyle H. Lanier. 


COUNCIL COMMITTEES ON FELLOWSHIPS 
AND GRANTS 


Faculty Research Fellowships. William H. Nicholls of 
Vanderbilt University has been reappointed chairman of the 
committee for 1960-61. Joseph J. Mathews of Emory Uni- 
versity and John Useem of Michigan State University have 
also been reappointed; John D. Lewis of Oberlin College, 
Gardner Lindzey of the University of Minnesota, and Rich- 
ard P. McCormick of Rutgers University have been newly 
appointed to the committee. 

Grants-in-Aid. Vincent H. Whitney of the University of 
Pennsylvania has been reappointed chairman for 1960-61. 
Also reappointed to the committee are James M. Buchanan 
of the University of Virginia, John Hope Franklin of Brook- 
lyn College, William H. Riker of Lawrence College, and 
Gordon Wright of Stanford University. Paul J. Bohannan of 
Northwestern University has been newly appointed a mem- 
ber of the committee. 

Grants for Research on Governmental Affairs. All the 
members of this committee, which administers the program 
of senior research awards in American governmental affairs, 
have been reappointed for 1960-61: Robert E. Cushman of 
the National Historical Publications Commission, as chair- 
man; Alexander Heard, University of North Carolina; Dean 
E. McHenry, University of California, Los Angeles; Elmer 
B. Staats, Bureau of the Budget; Benjamin F. Wright, Uni- 
versity of Texas. 

International Conference Travel Grants. Hugh L. Elsbree 
of the Library of Congress has been named chairman, and 
Edward H. Spicer of the University of Arizona has been re- 
appointed a member of the committee for 1960-61. Newly 
appointed members are Emile Despres of Williams College, 
Leonard Krieger of Yale University, Irwin T. Sanders of 
Boston University, Fillmore Sanford of the University of 
Texas, and Frederick F. Stephan of Princeton University. 

National Security Policy Research. William T. R. Fox has 
been reappointed chairman of the committee, which admin- 
isters a program of grants for research in its field, with 


special emphasis on research on economic aspects of national 
security policy. Charles J. Hitch of the Ranp Corporation, 
Klaus Knorr of Princeton University, G. A. Lincoln of the 
U. S. Military Academy, John W. Masland of Dartmouth 
College, Robert E. Osgood of the University of Chicago, and 
Arthur Smithies of Harvard University have also been re- 
appointed; and Morris Janowitz of the University of Mich- 
igan has been added to the committee. 

Political Behavior. David B. Truman of Columbia Uni- 
versity has been reappointed chairman of this committee, 
which administers the program of grants for research on 
American governmental and legal processes and of summer 
research training institutes on interrelations of the law and 
other social institutions. Also reappointed to the committee 
are William M. Beaney of Princeton University, Robert A. 
Dahl of Yale University, Oliver Garceau and V. O. Key, Jr. 
of Harvard University, Avery Leiserson of Vanderbilt Uni- 
versity, and Edward H. Levi of the University of Chicago. 
Mr. Levi also serves as chairman of the Subcommittee on 
the 1961 Summer Research Training Institute on Admin- 
istration of the Law of Torts (see Items, September 1960, 
pages 32-33). The other members of this subcommittee are 
William M. Beaney, Harry Kalven, Jr. of the University of 
Chicago, and Richard D. Schwartz of Yale University. 

Political Theory and Legal Philosophy Fellowships. All 
the members of this committee have been reappointed for 
1960-61: J. Roland Pennock, Swarthmore College, chair- 
man; Guy H. Dodge, Brown University; David Easton, Uni- 
versity of Chicago; Jerome Hall, Indiana University; 
Thomas P. Jenkin, University of California, Los Angeles; 
Robert G. McCloskey, Harvard University. 

Social Science Personnel. Gardner Ackley of the University 
of Michigan has been named chairman of the committee, 
which has charge of the Council’s research training fellow- 
ship program. Newly appointed to the committee are M. 
Margaret Ball of Wellesley College and William H. Sewell 
of the University of Wisconsin. Wayne H. Holtzman of the 
University of Texas, David M. Schneider of the University 
of Chicago, and Paul Webbink of the Social Science Re- 
search Council have been reappointed. 


APPOINTMENTS TO RESEARCH PLANNING 
COMMITTEES OF THE COUNCIL 


The Committee on Agricultural Economics has been re- 
constituted for 1960-61, with the same membership as that 
of the American Farm Economic Association’s Committee 
on New Orientations in Research: Herman M. Southworth, 
Pennsylvania State University (chairman), Kenneth L. Bach- 
man, Agricultural Research Service; Charles E. Bishop, 
North Carolina State College; George K. Brinegar, Univer- 
sity of Illinois; Robert L. Clodius, University of Wisconsin; 
Willard Cochrane, University of Minnesota; Marc Nerlove, 
Stanford University; Vernon W. Ruttan, Purdue University; 
Harry C. Trelogan, Agricultural Marketing Service. 

Neil J. Smelser of the University of California, Berkeley, 
has been appointed a member of the Committee on Eco- 
nomic Growth. 
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Moses Abramovitz of Stanford University has been ap- 
pointed to the Committee on Economic Stability. 

Joseph H. Greenberg of Columbia University has been 
named chairman of the Committee on Linguistics and Psy- 
chology for 1960-61, and Joseph B. Casagrande of the Uni- 
versity of Illinois has been added to the committee. 

The Committee on Mathematics in Social Science Re- 
search has been reconstituted for 1960-61, with the following 
membership: Patrick Suppes, Stanford University, chair- 
man; David Blackwell, University of California, Berkeley; 
James S. Coleman, Johns Hopkins University; Clyde H. 
Coombs, University of Michigan; Robert Dorfman, Harvard 
University; W. K. Estes, Indiana University; Howard Raiffa, 
Harvard University. Francis H. Palmer serves as staff for the 
committee. 

Eleanor Maccoby of Stanford University has been ap- 
pointed a member of the Committee on Socialization and 
Social Structure. 


APPOINTMENTS TO JOINT COMMITTEES 
SPONSORED WITH THE AMERICAN COUNCIL 
OF LEARNED SOCIETIES 


Earl H. Pritchard of the University of Chicago has been 
appointed to the Joint Committee on Asian Studies for 
1960-61. 

Robert N. Burr of the University of California, Los An- 
geles, has been named chairman of the Joint Committee on 
Latin American Studies. Fred P. Ellison of the University 
of Illinois and Wendell C. Gordon of the University of 
Texas have been added to the committee. 

John A. Wilson of the University of Chicago has been 
appointed a member of the Joint Committee on the Near 
and Middle East. 


Abram Bergson of Harvard University has been named 
chairman of the Joint Committee on Slavic Studies. 

Evsey D. Domar of Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 
chairman, Deming Brown of the University of Michigan, 
John M. Montias of Yale University, Henry L. Roberts of 
Columbia University, and Donald W. Treadgold of the 
University of Washington have been appointed members 
of a Joint Committee on Slavic and East European Grants, 
to succeed the former Subcommittee on Grants of the Joint 
Committee on Slavic Studies in administration of the pro- 
gram of grants offered by the sponsoring Councils to assist 
research, conferences, and publication of research reports in 
the Slavic and East European field. Gordon B. Turner of 
the American Council of Learned Societies serves as staff for 
this new joint committee. 


CONFERENCE BOARD 
OF ASSOCIATED RESEARCH COUNCILS 


Frederick Burkhardt, President of the American Council 
of Learned Societies, serves as chairman of the Conference 
Board for 1960-61. Its vice-chairman for the year is Arthur 
S. Adams, President of the American Council on Education. 
Francis A. Young, Executive Secretary of the Conference 
Board’s Committee on International Exchange of Persons, 
has been appointed also as secretary of the Board. The fol- 
lowing persons have been appointed to the Committee on 
International Exchange of Persons for three-year terms, 
1960-63: Taylor Cole of Duke University, nominated by the 
Social Science Research Council; Theodosius Dobzhansky of 
Columbia University, by the National Research Council; 
Wendell P. Jones of the University of California, Los 
Angeles, by the American Council on Education; and Robert 
E. Spiller of the University of Pennsylvania, by the Ameri- 
can Council of Learned Societies. 


PUBLICATIONS 


COUNCIL PUBLICATIONS 


Labor Commitment and Social Change in Developing 
Areas, edited by Wilbert E. Moore and Arnold S. Feld- 
man. Sponsored by the Committee on Economic 
Growth. December 1960. 393 pages. Cloth, $3.75. 


Theoretical Studies in Social Organization of the Prison, 
Pamphlet 15, by Richard A. Cloward, Donald R. Cres- 
sey, George H. Grosser, Richard McCleery, Lloyd E. 
Ohlin, and Gresham M. Sykes and Sheldon L. Mes- 
singer. Papers prepared by members of a Conference 
Group on Correctional Organization, sponsored by the 
Council in 1956-57. March 1960. 152 pages. $1.50. 


The State and Economic Growth: Papers of a Conference 
Held on October 11-13, 1956, under the Auspices of 
the Committee on Economic Growth, edited by Hugh 
G. J. Aitken. May 1959. 399 pages. Cloth, $3.75. 


Migration and Mental Disease: A Study of First Admis- 
stons to Hospitals for Mental Disease, New York, 1939- 
1941, by Benjamin Malzberg and Everett S. Lee, with 
an introduction by Dorothy S. Thomas. Sponsored by 


the former Committee on Migration Differentials. 
March 1956. 152 pages. $1.50. 


Effects of Social and Cultural Systems in Reactions to 
Stress, Pamphlet 14, by William Caudill. June 1958. 
39 pages. 50 cents. 


Social Status and Public Health, Pamphlet 13, by Ozzie 
G. Simmons. May 1958. 39 pages. 50 cents. 


Problems in Intercultural Health Programs, Pamphlet 12, 
by George M. Foster. April 1958. 54 pages. 50 cents. 


Special price for Pamphlets 12-14 together, $1.00. 


The publications of the Council are distributed from its 
office, 230 Park Avenue, New York 17, N. Y. 


OTHER BOOKS 


Historical Statistics of the United States, Colonial Times 
to 1957. Prepared by the Bureau of the Census, with the 
assistance of the former Advisory Committee on His- 
torical Statistics. Washington, D. C.: Government Print- 
ing Office, August 1960. 800 pages. Cloth, $6.00. 
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The Politics of the Developing Areas, edited by Gabriel A. 
Almond and James S. Coleman. Co-sponsored by the 
Committee on Comparative Politics and the Princeton 
University Center of International Studies. Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, March 1960. 603 pages. 
Cloth, $10.00. 


Theories of Economic Growth, edited by Bert F. Hoselitz. 
Product of the Interuniversity Summer Research Sem- 
inar sponsored by the Committee on Economic Growth, 
1956. Glencoe: Free Press, December 1960. 358 pages. 
Cloth, $7.50. 


The Transformation of Russian Society: Aspects of Social 
Change since 1861, edited by Cyril E. Black. Papers of a 
conference held at Arden House, Harriman, N. Y., April 
25-27, 1958, under the auspices of the Joint Committee 
on Slavic Studies. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 
November 1960. 702 pages. Cloth, $9.75. 


Style in Language, edited by Thomas A. Sebeok. Proceed- 
ings of a conference held by the Committee on Lin- 
guistics and Psychology, April 17-19, 1958, at Indiana 
University. Cambridge: The Technology Press; New 
oo56 John Wiley & Sons, August 1960. 487 pages. Cloth, 

50. 


CROSS-CULTURAL EDUCATION MONOGRAPHS 


These monographs, sponsored by the former Committee 
on Cross-Cultural Education, are published by the Univer- 
sity of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis: 


The Two-Way Mirror: National Status in Foreign Stu- 
dents’ Adjustment, by Richard T. Morris. July 1960. 
229 pages. Cloth, $4.50. 


In Search of Identity: The Japanese Overseas Scholar in 
America and Japan, by John W. Bennett, Herbert 
Passin, and Robert K. McKnight. December 1958. 381 
pages. Cloth, $7.50. 


No Frontier to Learning: The Mexican Student in the 
United States, by Ralph L. Beals and Norman D. 
Humphrey. August 1957. 159 pages. Cloth, $3.25. 


Indian Students on an American Campus, by Richard 
D. Lambert and Marvin Bressler. December 1956. 133 
pages. Cloth, $3.00. 


The American Experience of Swedish Students, by Frank- 
lin D. Scott. June 1956. 142 pages. Cloth, $3.00. 


FINAL DATES FOR FILING APPLICATIONS FOR COUNCIL AWARDS 


As announced last September, the final date for receipt 
by the Council of applications for Research Training Fel- 
lowships, for Political Theory and Legal Philosophy Fellow- 
ships, and for International Conference Travel Grants, ex- 
cept as noted below for the International Congress of Applied 
Psychology and for international conferences on Slavic and 
East European Studies, was December 1. 

The final dates for receipt of applications for awards 
under certain other programs are as follows: 


Faculty Research Fellowships, February 1 
Grants-in-Aid of Research, February 1 
Summer Research Training Institute on Administration 
of the Law of Torts, February 1 
*Travel Grants for international conferences on Slavic 
and East European Studies, applications to be submitted 
to American Council of Learned Societies, 345 East 
46 Street, New York 17, N. Y. 
* Offered to research scholars in the social sciences and humanities 
under a joint program of the American Council of Learned Societies and 
the Social Science Research Council. 


CONGRESS OF APPLIED PSYCHOLOGY, 1961 


The Committee on International Conference Travel 
Grants has added to the list of meetings for which it will 
accept applications the Fourteenth International Congress 
of Applied Psychology, to be held in Copenhagen, August 
14-19, 1961. This action was taken on the basis of informa- 
tion received since the committee drew up the list of inter- 
national meetings that was published in the September issue 
of Items. Because the announcement has been delayed, appli- 
cations for grants for travel to this Congress will be accepted 
through January 9, 1961. Awards will be announced on or 
before February 1. The conditions of award, which will be 
the same as for other international congresses, are given in 
the brochure describing the fellowships, grants-in-aid, and 
other appointments offered by the Council in 1960-61. Re- 
quests for application forms should be addressed to the 
Social Science Research Council, Fellowships and Grants, 
230 Park Avenue, New York 17, N. Y. 


SOCIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH COUNCIL 


230 PARK AVENUE, NEW YORK 17, N. Y. 


Incorporated in the State of Illinois, December 27, 1924, for the purpose of advancing research in the social sciences 


Directors, 1960: GARDNER ACKLEY, HAROLD F. Dorn, Frep EccAn, R. A. Gorpon, Louis GOTTSCHALK, CHAUNCY D. Harris, H. FIELD HAVILAND, JR., 
PENDLETON HERRING, E. ADAMSON HOEBEL, WAYNE H. HOLTZMAN, NATHAN Keyritz, LYLE H. LANtER, EARL LATHAM, AVERY LEISERSON, EDWARD H. 
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